
Comments Subsequently Received Prior to the January 8th TAC meeting of the  
PCB Monitoring for Point Source Discharges 
 
Additional Comments: 
 
Bob Steidel, City of Richmond Department of Public Utilities  December 18, 2007 
Are you aware that DCR is adopting sampling procedures for TMDL in the MS4 regulation?  As I 
read them DCR procedures are counter to your guidance. 
 
Andrea W. Wortzel, Hunton & Williams LLP Received December 20, 2007 
Andrea Wortzel called me with questions/concerns about the PCB guidance.  She wasn’t sure 
about the process for the regulated community to comment further and our process for wrapping 
up the document.  I wasn’t able to help her much there.  Anyhow, she did not express any 
specific concerns but had a general problem from VMA’s perspective that there is a lot of 
background info that they don’t typically see in DEQ guidance.  She specifically mentioned the 
“point source” definition.  They are concerned that we may have some conflicts with definitions of 
the similar terms in various regs and questioned whether all the background type info belongs in 
the guidance memo or a cover memo.  With everyone in the manufacturing sector on vacation 
too, she wasn’t sure whether VMA would submit detailed comments but don’t be surprised to see 
the issue mentioned in a broader comment letter.  It may do some good to call her after the 1st of 
the year.   
 
Richard H. Sedgley, AquaLaw PLC    received - December 31, 2007 
We wanted to note a couple of points concerning the draft Guidance.  First, in Guidance 
Appendix A the statement that "1668A has been proposed for adoption into part 136" is incorrect.  
It hasn't been.  This seems to continue a series of mistaken observations about 1668A.   
 
You may find of interest the presentation attached below, from the November Society for 
Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry meeting.  Although EPA has not published any results 
from its 2003 interlab study, the authors of the presentation calculate total PCB Quantitation 
Limits well above those that some labs have claimed, and more consistent with the QLs that the 
Method itself anticipates.  Although the authors are not with EPA, we think it's incumbent on EPA 
to come forward with any data they have that they believe supports their claimed reporting levels. 
 
As before, we believe the Method, at best, is suitable for qualitative use in the range of the water 
quality standards. 
 
As to the issue of DEQ letter authority for the generation of new data, the Response to 
Comments document cites Va Code 62.1-44.19:5.B.  That section appears to instruct DEQ as to 
monitoring, rather than providing extra-permit authority to require it of others.   
 
 
 
 














































































